We report the results of 212 radiocarbon determinations from the archaeological excavation of 70 shell mound deposits in the Wathayn region of Albatross Bay, Australia. This is an intensive study of a closely co-located group of mounds within a geographically restricted area in a wider region where many more shell mounds have been reported. Valves from the bivalve Tegillarca granosa (Linnaeus, 1758) were dated. The dates obtained are used to calculate rates of accumulation for the shell mound deposits. These demonstrate highly variable rates of accumulation both within and between mounds. We assess these results in relation to likely mechanisms of shell deposition and show that rates of deposition are affected by time-dependent processes both during the accumulation of shell deposits and during their subsequent deformation. This complicates the interpretation of the rates at which shell mound deposits appear to have accumulated. At Wathayn, there is little temporal or spatial consistency in the rates at which mounds accumulated. Comparisons between the Wathayn results and those obtained from shell deposits elsewhere, both in the wider Albatross Bay region and worldwide, suggest the need for caution when deriving behavioural inferences from shell mound deposition rates, and the need for more comprehensive sampling of individual mounds and groups of mounds.
Introduction
The region of Albatross Bay on the western coast of Cape York Peninsula, northern Australia (Fig 1) , contains a record of both coastal and inland human occupation. Several hundred shell matrix deposits (SMD), characterized by a predominance of shells of the bivalve Tegillarca granosa (syn. Anadara granosa (Linnaeus 1758)), have been recorded near to the tidal estuaries of the four rivers (Pine, Mission, Embley, and Hey Rivers) that feed into the bay (Fig 1) . Large mounded SMDs are a feature of the archaeology of many coastal and aquatic habitats around the world. We define mounded SMDs as midden deposits, i.e. deposits of food debris created a1111111111 a1111111111 a1111111111 a1111111111 a1111111111
Previous work at Weipa
Bailey [2, 15, 16, 17] described over 500 SMDs around Albatross Bay and its tributaries in the northern Cape York region, the location for this study. The largest of these were over 10 m high and estimated to contain up to 10,000 tonnes of shell, although the majority were smaller mounds less than 1 m thick. The mounds were associated with a mangrove-lined estuarine environment: some were located on tidal mudflats within or behind the mangrove barrier, while others were located on low sandy chenier ridges on the inner margin of tidal mudflats or on the beach front; still others were situated well back from the tidal margin, on the bauxite plateau that slopes gently up from the river [2] . The dominant shell species was the bivalve, T. granosa, accounting for~95% by weight of all shell material. Other mangrove and mudflat species were present but in very small quantities, along with small quantities of fish and marsupial bones, bone and stone artefacts recovered from one excavation sample at the Kwamter mound, and deposits of charcoal. Radiocarbon dates bracketed the formation of the mounds to the past two millennia and the youngest date is 235±110 radiocarbon years BP (I 1737) from the Kwamter mound, consistent with use up until the period of European contact and corresponding with Roth's [18] observation of camp fires on top of one of the Weipa mounds. The base of the Kwamter mound, at the mouth of the Embley River, was dated to 1,180±80 radiocarbon years BP (SUA 149). Stone subsequently obtained radiocarbon dates from Kwamter covering a similar age range, and Beaton obtained radiocarbon age determinations from other Weipa shell mounds, extending the age range back another 1,000 years [19, 20, 21] .
In summarising the then record of shell mound formation around the Gulf of Carpentaria and Cape York Peninsula, Bailey [2] noted that T. granosa-dominated shell mound formation was confined to the last one to two millennia, and that there was a considerable hiatus (up to 4,000 years) between the stabilisation of sea level following the last post-glacial rise and the initiation of shell mounding activity. That T. granosa were present in the region at least 4,000 years ago was, however, attested by shell midden deposits in the Walaemini rockshelter at Princess Charlotte Bay on the eastern side of Cape York Peninsula [2] . Since then a number of additional studies have been conducted on the Weipa shell mounds, by Morrison [22, 23, 24, 25, 26] and by the authors [27, 28, 29, 30] . Morrison [25] summarised and analysed all known, published radiocarbon determinations on anthropogenic SMDs and small shell scatters in the Albatross Bay catchment, a total of 93 determinations from 48 sites along the margins of the Pine, Mission, Embley, and Hey Rivers (Appendix 1 and 2 and Fig 2 in [25] ). All conventional radiocarbon ages were calibrated with CALIB v.6.10 using data from IntCal143/SHCal13 and Marine13 calibration curves. The dataset indicated that SMD formation spans almost the entire 200-2,700 cal BP period. However, there are very few sites with ages older than 1,500 cal BP, with the result that a summed probability distribution of the determinations peaks at 500-700 cal BP (Fig 9 in [25] ). Morrison used these data to argue that broader continental models positing a cessation of mound-building across northern Australia after 500-700 cal BP might not apply to Albatross Bay, but acknowledged that selective sampling might be an issue and that ". . .there is a clear need for more detailed occupation chronologies for multiple shell matrix deposits within specific study areas to develop more robust, regional chronologies. . ." (pp. 11 in [25] ).
The research reported here is one such study. The sampling technique we adopted, described below, allows us to discuss the timing of shell mound formation at a single geographic location, and to consider the variability in rates of accumulation over time. The relatively broad spatial sample of mounds we studied also allows us to comment on variability in the places where mound formation occurred. But while our sampling strategy provided a great deal of this information, it also imposed limits on what we could infer from the dates we obtained. The implications of these limits will also be discussed.
Expectations for SMD formation
The marine bivalve mollusc T. granosa inhabits intertidal areas over much of the Indo-Pacific region (pp. 390 in [31] ). While the molluscs have been found inhabiting areas of sandy mud, the highest densities are found on substrates of soft intertidal to marginally subtidal muds bordering mangrove forests near, but not in, the mouths of large rivers [32] . Studies show that they appear to tolerate relatively wide fluctuations in water salinity, from lows of 5-10 ppt to highs of 31 ppt (pp. 6 in [32] ), though feeding rates drop off as salinity declines. T. granosa do not burrow into the mud to any depth, and are often found lying with the posterior end protruding above the surface. They are therefore relatively easy to access by foragers. However, while they are hyper-abundant, they produce little edible meat per shell. For example, Pathansali and Soong (pp. 30 in [33] ) report the proportion of boiled meat to whole shell weight for T. granosa of between 14.83 and 17.33%, with a meat weight per individual of between 1.86 and 4.05 g. As long as large numbers of molluscs can be obtained at one time, energy returns in relation to energy expended in gathering are likely to be adequate [34] .
Nevertheless, bulk harvesting poses a number of logistical issues. First, because of the high shell-weight to meat-weight ratio and the need to heat the shells to remove the meat and make it palatable, containers such as bags are essential, and the energetic cost of transportation is high, imposing a strong incentive to find a location for processing the shells as close as possible to the harvesting area. Canoes or boats may improve the efficiency of transportation and increase the distance to the processing location.
Processing poses a second issue, for even if collecting the molluscs is relatively simple, opening large numbers to gain access to the meat is best done centrally, with the aid of fire. Heat opens the bivalves, so placing them in or near a fire greatly aids the efficiency of meat extraction. This process is succinctly described by Bailey (pp. 137-138 in [16] ) and is also described by Hardy et al. [35] for present-day SMD formation in Senegal.
Finally, once the meat is extracted, there is the issue of shell disposal. Because of the relatively small size of the bivalves and the low meat-weight to shell-weight ratio, a given weight of meat generates a large quantity of shell. The simplest and most energetically efficient way to dispose of the shells is to discard them where the molluscs are processed, and there are reports by Aboriginal people today that the mounds were places where the shells were opened and the extracted meat then taken elsewhere (pp. 259 in [36] ). In the Senegal example mentioned above, the extracted shell meat is dried at the processing location where the shells are discarded, and then traded over considerable distances.
The literature on SMDs contains a range of explanations as to why large-volume depositsshell mounds-were formed. Some authors attribute the concentration of shells to the remains of intensive food extraction supporting, perhaps, large populations of people [37, 38] . Sampson [39] summarises arguments put forward by a number of authors that large concentrations of shell might result from feasting. Bailey (pp. 138 in [16] ), on the other hand, estimates that the vast quantities of shell in the Weipa mounds (196,000 tonnes or about nine thousand million molluscs) could easily have been accumulated by repeated Aboriginal occupation over a period of as little as 100 years without invoking either significant population increase, including ceremonial gatherings, or technological change. SMDs are regarded by some as specialist processing sites [40] or simply as highly visible sites that represent only one component of a varied economy [2, 16] . Attention has also focussed on the size of the mounds and, at times, their shapes, with suggestions that they represent deliberate constructions-a form of monument [41, 42] . In some parts of the world, mounds are associated with large numbers of burials [7, 43] . In Australia, ethnohistoric accounts from Nukukadambal and Castlereagh Bay in Arnhem Land [44] indicate that people sometimes used earth and shell mounds as living platforms. In western Cape York, Wik Monkan people at times used elevated areas such as raised beaches for habitation during the wet season (late December-March) (pp. 215 in [44] ).
These varied functions are not mutually exclusive, but how shell mounds were formed and for what purposes does have an impact on the chronology of mound formation, and hence on subsequent interpretations of mound function. Whatever the purpose of shell mounds, the rate of shell deposition, at least in the case of T. granosa, was likely always to have been high and variable, a function of the large volume of material that must be processed to gain a sufficient quantity of food. This has several important implications for sampling, the more so when it is the voluminous material (i.e., the shell) that provides the datable sample.
Firstly, if shells are deposited in large volumes, the rate at which shell deposition occurs will appear to be rapid. This is because each depositional event, or set of events, will create a large volume of deposit. Therefore, there is some chance that samples selected from different depths within a deposit will, in fact, date the same event (or a temporally equivalent set of events). This is, of course, also possible in non-shell matrix deposits, but is less likely to occur for samples separated in depth unless the volume of material deposited within a short period of time is also high. This means that the chronology of an SMD may look quite different to the chronology of another type of deposit when the same sampling protocol (based on, say, so many samples per depth of deposit) is employed. Hausmann and Meredith-Williams [45] have recently published a novel method, using oxygen isotope analysis coupled with intensive radiocarbon dating, for investigating this issue in rapidly accumulating mounds.
Secondly, it may be difficult to detect gaps in the depositional history of SMDs and therefore to infer either continuity of occupation or periods of abandonment. Inferences of continuous occupation are often made on the basis of uniform rates of deposition. If, for instance, sediment continues to be deposited in a cave or rockshelter at a reasonably constant rate and this sediment contains cultural material, then it is reasonable to suggest that occupation was continuous relative to the rate at which sediment was deposited. In principle, the same is true of shell mounds. However, because of the relatively large volume of shell deposited in one or a closely time-related set of discard events, the rate at which a shell mound accumulates may appear to be very rapid, and thus may appear to reflect continuous occupation. Cessation of deposition or abandonment may appear to be less common, dependent to a very large degree on the number of samples that are dated in a vertical sequence. In reality, of course, the episodic nature of shell deposition as a measure of the occupational history of the people who deposited the shells is dependent on the temporality of the processes by which material accumulates.
Thirdly, shell mounds that look similar may in fact have quite different depositional histories. Because the volume of shell discarded at any one time is relatively large, small differences in the number of depositional events on different mounds may lead to marked differences in the volume of material deposited. Put another way, a small number of depositional events, each involving a large number of shells, may potentially create a deposit that has similar dimensions to one that represents the accumulations from many depositional events where the amount of material deposited each time was smaller. Where large volumes of deposit are created, one could easily imagine situations where gaps in the depositional record are missed by the particular sampling procedure employed, especially where mounds appear to be stratigraphically homogeneous [46] . Occupation in such situations would appear continuous even when it was not. Of course, in principle, any of these situations are discoverable but only if every SMD is investigated, with a great deal of attention given to the differential rates at which volumes of shell accumulated. It is important to consider how different histories of deposition potentially leading to similar sized features, or indeed similar histories leading to different sized features, makes selection of SMDs for investigation highly problematic, at least based only on the criterion of size [28] .
Fourthly, when accumulation rate is measured as the amount of material deposited over a particular period of time it is assumed that time appears only in the denominator of the calculation. However, shell may be subject to diagenesis dependent on local environmental variables [30] (following common usage in archaeology we use the term diagenesis to refer to both physical and chemical changes in shells as described in Chapter 3 of Claassen [1] ). These processes lead to changes in the thickness of a shell deposit as the structure of the shell mound changes. If thickness is time-dependent because of post-depositional morphological changes in the deposit, interpreting rates of deposition becomes more complex. It may not, for example, reflect the rate at which shell was originally deposited but rather a combination of deposition and deformation. We discuss the issues that this raises in the analyses below.
At the beginning of our research in Albatross Bay, we recalibrated and assessed all the radiocarbon dates available at the time [27] . The oldest SMD dates then available came from Idholga on the Hey River, followed by those from Lueng on northern side of the Mission River (Fig 1) , where the dates clustered into two periods (ca. 1,800-1,000 and 600-100 cal BP). SMDs in the lower reaches of the Mission and Embley Rivers were no older than 1,000 cal BP and the available evidence suggested that the most recent mound building occurred around 150 years ago (pp. 58-60 in [26] ). These observations suggested that the development of the muddy substrates and shallow intertidal environments suitable for T. granosa beds, described above, had occurred in the upper regions of the estuarine rivers by at least 1,800 years ago, and that SMD formation might relate to a coastal evolution model that would have the estuaries infilling with sediment from upstream to downstream following attainment of the maximum Holocene sea level 7-6,000 years ago [26] . As discussed below, this hypothesis is not sustained by the results obtained from the shell mounds we studied in our Wathayn (Embley River) study area. However, this led us to consider in greater detail the way mounds might have accumulated, and the types of behavioural inferences in general that could be drawn from studying shell matrix deposits.
Methods
Permission for this research to be conducted on Aboriginal land around Wathayn was provided by the Western Cape Communities Coexistence Agreement (WCCCA) and the Napranum Aboriginal Shire Council on behalf of the Traditional Owners.
Our shell sampling strategy at Wathayn aimed to address two key questions:
1. What is the chronology of SMD formation within a single geographical area?
2. Is there any spatial pattern in shell matrix deposit formation within that area?
To do this, we needed to obtain multi-date chronologies from as many sequences as possible within time and budget constraints, and to ensure that the dated sequences came from shell matrix deposits over the full locational range. The locations of all of the SMDs at Wathayn were obtained by a variety of methods: A total of 158 SMDs were located by a combination of these methods (Fig 3) . The SMDs are located over a geographical range of 4.7 km east to west, or upstream to downstream, along the northern side of the Embley River, and within 1,200 m of the present day shoreline (Fig 3) . They occupy a variety of geomorphic environments, ranging from higher elevation hillslopes and cliff tops to sand/gravel ridges and muddy estuarine floodplains low down in the landscape. For ease of subsequent analysis and discussion, the SMDs in the Wathayn study area have been grouped into three geographical locations (Wathayn East, Wathayn Central, and Wathayn West), separated from each other by tributary drainage depressions with no SMDs present (Fig 3) .
Once located, all of the SMDs were trimmed of vegetation and surveyed using a Leica C10 Terrestrial Laser Scanner (TLS), with target locations fixed in 3D space using a Differential Geographic Positioning System (DGPS) [29] . To expose the internal stratigraphy and facilitate sample collection from the thickest part of the sequence, trenches 1 m wide were excavated by hand, using shovels, mattocks, and buckets, along the short axis to the centre of each SMD (Fig  4) . The excavated material was stockpiled and used to backfill the trench and restore the mound surface at the end of each fieldwork season. This method was approved by the Indigenous Traditional Owners prior to excavation of the first SMD.
Shell and charcoal samples were selected from observable stratigraphic units within each of 49 SMDs, including the basal and uppermost deposits (n = 149). Additional samples were collected from the side walls of six of the trenches to try to document the within-mound chronological variability (n = 58). All of the samples were prepared and analysed at the Waikato Radiocarbon Laboratory in Hamilton, New Zealand, following standard radiometric and AMS radiocarbon protocols [47, 48] . The shells were washed in dilute HCl to remove surface contamination, and charcoal samples were treated with a series of dilute HCl and NaOH washes. All shells were tested for re-crystallization (alteration of CaCO 3 from aragonite to calcite) prior to dating [49] , and shells showing signs of alteration were rejected.
To obtain reliable calibrated results on T. granosa shells from the mounds, an initial test using three "paired" charcoal/shell determinations from the same stratigraphic units was undertaken to ascertain the local marine reservoir correction value (ΔR) for this region. All three ΔR results (Table 1) indicate enrichment in 14 C compared to the average global ocean, as is often typical for estuarine shell species [28] . However, for archaeological ΔR, it is essential that the charcoal sampled comes from short-lived plants in contexts that are contemporaneous with the shell. Our pairs do not conform to these strict guidelines since all samples were highly weathered and could not be identified to short-lived species (Dr. Rod Wallace, wood identification expert at the University of Auckland, pers. comm. Nov. 2011). Additional age (i.e., inbuilt age which is the growth age of the tree) in charcoal will reduce the difference between shell and charcoal 14 C determinations and the ΔR value will be smaller and less accurate. The values obtained for the Wathayn samples are slightly more negative than results from four historic pre-AD 1950 shells from the northwest Cape York Peninsula, reported by Ulm [50] , which returned a pooled ΔR value of -103±16 14 C yrs. This latter correction figure was adopted for all of the calibrated age calculations reported here. Calendar ages were obtained using the Marine09 [51] and OxCal software v 4.1.7 [52] .
Such a large database, of multiple calibrated radiocarbon age determinations in vertical stratigraphic sequence per mound, allows us to investigate in great detail the variability in shell accumulation rates both within and between mounds. Following the discussion above, however, we approached the analysis of deposition rate with caution.
We initially adopted the method of Stein and colleagues [54] , who used the following formula to calculate rate of accumulation:
where RA = Rate of Accumulation in cm/year; TA = Total Accumulation, the difference in depth below the surface of dated sample pairs, in cm; and DA = Duration of Accumulation, Temporal variability in shell mound formation the difference in radiocarbon years between the mean radiocarbon ages of the sample pairs. Like Stein and colleagues, we expressed the accumulation rate as depth per 100 years (calculations in S1 File). Other studies discuss methods for calculating rates of accumulation, including confidence intervals, with the goal of providing estimates for ages at different depths within a deposit (e.g. [55, 56, 57, 58] ). These studies assume that the nature of deposition can be accurately modelled. However, as previously discussed, for SMDs deposition rate may be highly variable. Therefore, in this study, we calculated rates of deposition in a large number of deposits with the goal of documenting variability in deposition rate both through time and across space. The technique used, calculating rate of accumulation in centimetres per hundred years, uses only the mean calibrated radiocarbon ages between pairs of determinations. No consideration is given to possible changes in deposition rates within deposits between pairs of dates. If it cannot be assumed that deposition was relatively uniform between date pairs, calculating confidence intervals for deposition rates is problematic. The alternative is to consider the deposition rates in relative terms, as shown below.
Results

Mound ages
As indicated in Table 2 , the shell mounds at Wathayn vary considerably in age, with the oldest determinations around 3,500-4,000 cal BP (for example, WPSM55) and the most recent ages within the last 500 years. A large number of mounds have calibrated ages around 2,000-2,500 cal BP (for example, WPSM80). Vertical sequences of radiocarbon determinations from some of the mounds are very close in age, with overlapping errors ( 
Mound location and age
Mounds with age determinations around 2,500 cal BP are primarily located in the Wathayn Central part of the study area (Fig 3) . Two mounds containing the oldest deposits in the study area (WPSM53 and WPSM55) are located in the Wathayn West area, while a third, WPSM70, is located in the Wathayn Central area. Mounds with deposits younger than 2,000 cal BP are located across the whole of the study area. There is no detectable pattern of shell deposit ages with geographic location, either in an upstream/downstream direction or with distance inland from the estuary.
Mound accumulation rates Table 2 shows accumulation rates calculated for the Wathayn shell mounds using the method of Stein et al. [54] . For all the reasons discussed above, these rates should be thought of as only approximate estimates of the true rates of mound accumulation. Therefore the accumulation Delta R has been calculated following the method of Stuiver and colleagues [53] .
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183863.t001
Temporal variability in shell mound formation rate calculations are analysed in relative terms only, by grouping the rates by speed of accumulation (i.e. slow (less than 10 cm/100 y), medium (greater than 10 and less than 100 cm/100 y), or rapid (greater than 100 cm/100 y)) and whether they are uniform or variable through the individual SMDs. Some of the calculated accumulation rates in Table 2 return negative values. This occurs because, in the calculation of RA, DA is the difference in age between stratigraphically adjacent pairs of determinations. In some instances, the mean calibrated age of the stratigraphically higher determination is slightly older than the mean calibrated age of the stratigraphically lower determination. However, in these instances both means always fall within the one sigma confidence intervals. For example, for WPSM72, the RA result of -321.43 cm/100 y is negative because the stratigraphically lower date of 2,616±62 cal BP is slightly younger than the stratigraphically higher date of 2,630±61 cal BP. This result indicates that the rate of deposition is very rapid. For the analysis of relative deposition rates, only the magnitude of the accumulation rates are considered.
One group of SMDs exhibit relatively slow rates of accumulation. Six of these have only two age determinations (WPSM53, 67, 81, 104, 111, 157), therefore it is not possible to determine if accumulation rates varied within the individual mounds. However, for other mounds with Temporal variability in shell mound formation more than two age determinations, changes in accumulation rates within each mound can be assessed. For example, WPSM50 and WPSM58 exhibit slow, relatively uniform accumulation rates (5.16-7.60 cm/100 y; Table 2 ), while the rates for WPSM55 (0.99-13.33 cm/100 y) and WPSM65 (3.52-12.55 cm/100 y) are more variable although still relatively slow. There does not appear to be any relationship between the overall age of mounds and rates of accumulation where the rates are relatively slow. For example, relatively slow rates are calculated for both young mounds like WPSM58 and for older mounds like WPSM55. Mounds that date to the period 2,000-3,000 BP also have slow rates of deposition. Amongst the group of mounds with medium to rapid accumulation rates, WPSM79, WPSM91, and WPSM92 have high rates but these are based on only two age determinations per mound (Table 2 ). Of those with three or more age determinations, only WPSM150 exhibits a uniformly medium rate of accumulation, while twelve other mounds exhibit medium to rapid, but variable, rates of accumulation (WPSM72, 74, 75, 76, 77, 80, 82, 83, 90, 122, 123,  154) . Mounds with rapid accumulation rates vary considerably in overall age ( Table 2) .
Other mounds in the Wathayn area exhibit medium rates of accumulation but also demonstrate a mix of both uniform (e.g., WPSM66, 69, 71, 78) and variable (e.g., WPSM63, 64, 70, 105, 148, 152, 155) accumulation rates. Two other mounds, WPSM68 and WPSM151, exhibit medium to low deposition rates but these are based on only two age determinations per mound. Mounds with medium rates of deposition tend to be older than 2,000 BP, with the exceptions being WPSM148, WPSM151, WPSM152, and WPSM155.
Mound age and structure
Age determinations from the six shell mounds with multiple sets of samples collected from the centre to the outside edge of the feature (Table 3) indicate that, in some cases, there exists an older core deposit of shells completely buried both vertically and laterally by more recent deposits of shells. This internal pattern of shell ages is consistent with a model of mound formation where an initial deposit of shells is progressively buried by subsequent deposits, with shells from those subsequent deposition events migrating down the outside of the mound as the shells come to rest at their typical angle of repose. Under such a model, shells from the top and at the periphery of the mound should be of similar age, since each deposit would be draped over the previous one (see also Fig 3 in [59] for an example). For WPSM90, rates of deposition calculated at the centre of the mound are fastest and these reduce towards the edge of the mound (Table 3) . For WPSM70, however, the older core of the mound aggraded more slowly than the younger mantle. This is also the situation for WPSM105. WPSM83 shows a more complex pattern, with rapid accumulation at the core of the mound but more variable rates of accumulation at higher levels in the mound. Toward the centre of this mound, these higher levels exhibit relatively slow rates of accumulation while accumulation rates are more rapid toward the periphery of the mound. WPSM151 also exhibits highly variable accumulation rates, with both relatively slow and relatively rapid rates in the centre and periphery of the mound as well as at the base and toward the top of the mound. For WPSM63, rates are relatively rapid at the base of the mound toward the centre but slower and more variable towards the periphery of the mound and near the mound surface. Further details of the relationships among mound size, shape, internal structure and age for the Wathayn mounds, based on the results of LiDAR survey, are reported in Larsen et al. [29] .
Discussion
The central processing of large numbers of T. granosa in northern Australia by indigenous people led, at times, to the generation of large volumes of shell valves that required disposal. The process of disposal most evident in the archaeological record was the formation of shell mounds. Rapid shell accumulation rates sometimes resulted in the formation of very large shell mounds. However, variability in accumulation rates resulted in mounds of different sizes and shapes. Once discarded, the shell as well as the shell deposit was subject to changes depending on the local micro-environment. Because both shell accumulation and post-depositional deformation and diagenesis are time dependent, time is a factor in both the numerator and denominator in commonly used accumulation rate calculations, complicating how the rate of accumulation in shell mounds should be interpreted. The results obtained from the Wathayn study area illustrate how rates of accumulation vary in ways predicted by our earlier hypotheses about how mounds accumulate. The mounds we dated vary considerably in age, from 4,000 cal BP to within the last 500 years. Many of the shell mounds have ages around 2,000-2,500 cal BP. Rates of deposition vary considerably, from less than 10 to several hundred centimetres per 100 years. Mounds with ages that fall in the range 2,000-3,000 cal BP accumulated somewhat more rapidly than mounds before and after this period but there is little spatial consistency in mound accumulation rates from any time period and, in some cases, mounds located adjacent to each other accumulated at different rates.
For many of the mounds we studied, the available radiocarbon determinations indicate variable rates of accumulation. Mounds with uniform but slow rates of accumulation are rare. For a larger number of mounds, rates of accumulation change markedly within a single mound. For some, rates of accumulation are high at the base of the mound and low at the mound surface, and for others this difference is reversed. There is also a variable relationship between rates of accumulation and mound structure. In some mounds, an older core is covered by more recent deposits, with covering layers of shell at both the centre and periphery showing similar ages. For other mounds, the core of the mound accumulated more rapidly than deposits on the periphery. The situation is reversed in one of the mounds, where deposits at the centre accumulated more slowly than those on the periphery. In other cases, the pattern of accumulation is more complex, with mounds showing both relatively slow and rapid rates of accumulation at the centre and on the periphery of the mound as well as at the base and toward the top of the mound.
Variability in the rate of shell mound accumulation is not limited to mounds in our Wathayn study area. Dates obtained from soil and bone collagen samples from shell mounds by Pluckham and colleagues [60] indicate periods of slower and of more rapid accumulation, with rates calculated following Stein et al. [54] . Thompson et al. [61] use a similar approach but also caution that midden accumulation cannot be assumed to be a linear process. The ultimate intent of these studies (as well as ours) is to draw behavioural inferences from the way mounds accumulated-how many people were involved and over what duration and, in the case of the Thompson study, how mounds may have been reworked. The difficulty we all faceand what is clear from our study-is that mounds need to be considered on a case by case basis to more fully understand the dynamics of shell accumulation. As we have shown for one of the mounds at Wathayn [30] , the chemistry of mounds, and therefore mound micro-environments, change with depth, therefore shell diagenesis needs to be assessed to understand how this has influenced deposit volume. Detecting variable rates of deposition is also dependent on the number of dates obtained and how samples were selected. At Wathayn, we selected samples based on the stratigraphic architecture of the mounds. However, for each of the mounds, samples were obtained from only one narrow trench excavated to the mound centre. Depending on how shells were deposited across an entire mound, there is the potential for a different trench excavated into the same mound to produce different rates of accumulation. Some indication of the potential for such variability is provided by the range of results we obtained when samples were obtained from along the length of the excavated trench. Even using a 1 m wide trench, results indicate that a simple "layer cake" model of shell accumulation cannot be assumed for all mounds. If we are correct in our proposition that the primary factor responsible for mound formation is the need to bring large quantities of molluscs with the size and shell-to-meat-weight ratios of T. granosa to a central place to process them with fire, then it is possible to imagine shells accumulating at different rates in different parts of a mound, something that would be very difficult to detect given commonly used sampling techniques based on the excavation of squares or trenches, or extraction of cores.
As discussed above, accounts of shell mound formation around the world provide a variety of behavioural explanations for mound formation based on mound size and shape, and rate of accumulation. However, the results of our Wathayn study suggest that caution is needed when comparing shell mound form and age."Dating" mounds is not as simple as it may appear, given the ways in which deposits both accumulate and are transformed through time. The lesson from the Wathayn study is that the present-day form of shell mounds may hide a complex formational history. If the situation at Wathayn is in any way typical of other shell mounds, then a great deal of care is needed in assessing regional chronologies and in the interpretation of mound functions. Both the substantive dating results from Wathayn, and the evidence of variability in rates of accumulation within and between mounds, indicate that simply taking lots of "spot" dates from a group of mounds within the region at large, as advocated, for example, by Morrison [25] , may lead to unreliable conclusions about the chronology of the shell mounds. The Wathayn results also indicate the presence of mounds with deposits dating to the period 1,800-2,350 cal BP, which appears to refute Morrison's suggestion that there was a low probability of mound formation in the Albatross Bay region during that period. The issue here is whether the Wathayn results represent a true difference in the chronology of mound formation compared to other groups of mounds in the wider Albatross Bay region, or whether the chronological "gap" in mound accumulation apparent elsewhere is simply the result of using an unrepresentative sample of dates for other groups of mounds. A large number of mounds were excavated and dated from one geographic location at Wathayn, whereas Morrison and other researchers working in the Albatross Bay region used dates obtained from single mound excavations and, in some cases, small shell scatters widely spaced across the region. More than this, however, we need to assess shell mound formation processes from Wathayn and from other locations in Albatross Bay in relation to their local depositional environments. Mound geochemistry and studies of shell fragmentation, like those that we are currently undertaking [28, 29, 30, 62] , are important in understanding what might be termed "whole mound chronologies"; that is, the apparent variability in rates of accumulation from different parts of a mound. Only then can we begin to interpret what the shell mounds might represent in terms of population size, economic behaviour or other potential cultural and symbolic significance to their creators.
Conclusion
All of the 158 shell mounds from Wathayn, located along a 5 km stretch of the Embley River near Weipa in far north Queensland, Australia, were investigated in this study, although not all were dated. As a result, we have pushed back the chronology of shell mound formation in the Weipa area 1,500 years earlier than identified in previous studies. Mound accumulation in the period 1,800-2,300 cal BP is indicated, a period previously identified as a time when there was a low probability of mound formation. In addition, rather than simply seeking to refine phases of occupation in the region, we utilised the large number of dated samples from the mounds to investigate variability in the rates of accumulation both within and between mounds. Results indicate that there is considerable variability in the rate of mound formation even among mounds from one limited geographic area. Results of this study also raise questions about how rates of shell mound accumulation should be calculated, since both accumulation and diagenesis are time-dependent processes that feature on both sides of the accumulation rate equation. Our results also raise the issue of how to sample shell mounds to understand potential variability in shell accumulation rates, and indicate that the excavation and sampling strategy we used needs to be extended to fully address this issue. This requirement poses formidable logistical challenges, given the number and volume of shell mounds in many regions and the huge quantities of shell deposits that might have to be sampled. Excavating small samples by bucket and auger, as advocated by Cannon [63, 64] for the shell mounds of British Columbia, offers one method of efficiently obtaining large numbers of samples from many mounds, but is likely to run into the problem identified here of highly variable rates and patterns of individual mound formation. If the Wathayn results are typical of other regions with numbers of shell mounds, more attention will need to be given to the particular circumstances of individual mound formation when seeking to draw behavioural inferences from the rates at which mounds accumulate.
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